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ABSTRACT 

In April 1992 the Louisiana Department of Education 
sent individualized school-level profiles and district composite 
reports to all 66 district offices in the state. To measure the 
effectiveness of this program and identify areas of improvement for 
subsequent profiles, a survey was conducted* This report considers 
the responses of 363 parent association participants, teachers, and 
principals. The majority agreed or strongly agreed that information 
in the report is useful, that it can help improve the quality of 
education in individual schools, and that parents should continue to . 
receive a copy of the profile. The information was found to be easy 
to understand, and it was generally agreed that* publishing profiles 
in the newspaper serves a useful purpose. Principals in particular 
disagreed with the effectiveness of profile reports and their 
circulation to parents and newspapers. Members of parent associations 
were the most eiithus iastic about the report program. Ten exhibits, 
which include the survey forms, illustrate the discussion, (SLD) 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Background 

In April of 1992, the Louisiana Department of Education, under the direction of the State 
Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, developed and produced individualized 
School-level Profiles and District Composite Reports which were sent to all 66 district 
offices. The Department issued approximately 1,000,000 copies of the School-level Profiles 
for distribution to all parents with children in public schools. These annual reports which 
portray the status of public education m Louisiana, are part of the 1988 education reform 
legislation. The Profile reports are designed with an overall obiertive of increasing 
educational accountability by providing information about schools to parents, educators, and 
the general public. 

In order to measure the success and assess the effectiveness of tais program and identify area! 
of improvement for the next Profiles, the Bureau of School Accountability decided to obtain 
feedback from the parties who were the primary recipients of the Profiles as well as the 
Department staff anc consultants who have worked with this program in the past three years 
uiven the immediate assessment objectives, the Bureau decided the most expedient way to 
accomplish this task was to develop a survey instrument and administer it to selected parents, 
teachers, and school principals. The selected groups were chosen from different parts of the ' 
state to provide a fair and state-wide perception of the Profiles Program. This report 
describes the survey instrument and the participants, analyzes the responses to the 
questionnaire, and provides summary conclusions and recommendations for improvement. 

Survey Summary Results » , i 

The Bureau arranged to address several Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) and Parent 
Teacher Association (PTA) meetings around the state, including the Louisiana Parent Teacher 
Association (LAPTA) in Bossier City which drew participants from all regions of Louisiana. 
School Principal input was obtained through administering the survey during the Louisiana 
Asso ci atio n of Principals (LAP) meeting in Hessmer, Louisiana. 

By combining the responses of all 363 respondents (PTO/PTA participants, teachers, and 
principals) to survey questions, the majority of the respondents either agreed or strongly 
agreed with the following statements: 

1. The information in your school's Profile is useful to you. 

2. Your school's Profile will help improve the quality of education at your school 

3. A copy of each school's Profile should continue to be sent home to parents. 

4. It serves a useful purpose when newspapers acquire and publish schools' Profiles. 

5. The information on the Profile is easy to understand. 



More than two thirds of the combined respondents agreed or strongly agreed with Statements 
1, 3, and 5. Thus, there is widespread agreement that the Profiles are useful, should be sent 
home to parents, and are easy to understand. However there is a significant difference 
between the principal group and the combined PTO/PTA and teacher groups regarding the 
degree of agreement/disagreement with each survey statement The principal group in general 
disagreed with the effectiveness of the Profile reports, disagreed with sending Profiles to 
parents, and di s a gr eed with publishing the contents of Profiles in newspapers. 

Summary Conclusions and Recommendations 

The following provides an overview of major conclusions and recommendations derived 
based on the review and analysis of the responses to the survey questionnaire: 

Condusioaa 

1. Progress Profiles provide useful information to the public. This was acknowledged by 
83% of the PTA/PTO members, 77% of the teachers, and 54% of the school principals. 

2. Progress Profiles will help improve the quality of education in Louisiana. This was 
confirmed by 67% of the PTA/PTO and 58% of the teachers. They believed Profiles are 
good tools for parents and teachers to monitor a school's progress and assess its 
effectiveness. 

3. Progress Profiles should be sent home to parents for their review. This was acknowledged 
by 84% of the PTA/PTO members and 63% of the teachers. 

4. Some of the information provided such as the NRT results should be simplified. 

5. Parents attending PTA/PTO meetings were very excited about the Profiles, while the 
majority of the Principals responding were not enthusiastic about the program at alL 



Recommendations 

1. Continue with the development and distribution of Progress Profiles. 

2. Improve the overall appearance of the Profiles and simplify some of the tables. 

3. Encourage school districts to send Profiles' data to school principals well in advance of 
public distribution. 

4. Conduct presentations on Progress Profiles to several state-wide PTA, teacher and 
principal association groups as well as to business groups. 
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XL LOUISIANA PROGRESS PROFILE OVERVIEW 



Background 

The Louisiana Department of Education (LDE), under the direction of the State Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, is charged with the responsibility for the development 
and production of Progress Profiles. These annual reports which portray the status of public 
education in Louisiana, are part of the 1988 education reform legislation. The Profile reports 
are designed to meet the following specific objectives: 

Provide information about schools to parents and the general public; 

provide a basis for educational planning; 

increase educational accountability at all levels; and 

show school performance from year to year 

There are three distinct reports which have been prepared for the 1990-91 school year. These 
reports include School-level Profiles, District Composite Reports, and a State-level Profile. 
The School-level Profiles provide specific information for each public school in Louisiana 
except for some special education, alternative, and volitional schools. The information 
provided for each school, includes data on the following educational topics: 

1) Class Size Characteristics 

2) Teacher Certification (Classes Taught by Teachers Who Meet State Requirements) 

3) Student Dropouts 

4) Student Attendance 

5) Student Suspensions & Expulsions ' • * 

6) ACT Results 

7) Criterfon-Refercnced Test (CRT) Results 

8) Norm-Referenced Test (NRT) Results 

In April of 1992, the Louisiana Department of Education developed and produced 
individualized School-level Profiles and District Composite Reports which were sent to all 66 
district offices. The Department issued approximately 1 9 000,G00 copies of the School-level 
Profiles for distribution to all parents with children in public schools. The District Composite 
Reports were aimed at the school administrators and district staff. Exhibit 1 provides a 
representative copy of the School-level Profile, and Exhibit 2 provides a sample page of the 
District Composite Report 

The State-level Profile, which was issued in June 1992, provides an overview of jb€ public 
education in Louisiana and is directed toward the members of the State Board of Elementary 
and Secondary Education (BESE), state legislators, district administrators, business leaders, 
members of the media, other state education agencies, and interested parties. 
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Need For Profile Assessment 



The ultimate goal for the Department of Education and the Bureau of School Accountability 
is to implement an effective Profile reporting program which will successfully meet its stated 
objectives. In order to assess the effectiveness of this program and identify areas of 
improvement for the next Profiles, die Bureau must obtain feedback from the parties who are 
the primary recipients of the Profiles as well as the Department staff and consultants who 
have worked with this program in the past three years. Given the immediate assessment 
objectives, the Bureau decided the most expedient way to accomplish this task was to develop 
a survey instrument and administer it to selected parents, teachers, and school principals. The 
selected groups were chosen from different parts of the state to provide a fair and state-wide 
perception of the Profiles program. 

Survey Format and Contents 

The survey questionnaire was comprised of two sections. Section One contained five 
statements which required the respondent to circle a number in a scale of 1 to 5. Section 
Two contained five (six for school principals) open-ended questions requiring written 
responses. 

The surveys administered to all respondents were identical with the exception that die survey 
questionnaire for principals contained one additional question regarding the distribution of the 
Profiles 

Exhibit 3 is a copy of the survey administered to parents and teachers. Exhibit 4 is a copy of 
the survey administered to the school principals. 
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Exhibit 3 

Progress Profiles Survey 

(PTO/PTA and Teachers' Version) 

This survey was designed to obtain your feedback on a number of aspects of the 1990-91 School-level 
Progress Profiles. Please circle the appropriate number for each question based on the following scale: 

5 - Strongly Agree 

4 - Agree 

3 - Undecided 

2 - Disagree 

1 - Strongly Disagree 

Section One 



1. 


The information in your school's Profile is useful to you. 


1 2345 


2. 


Your school's Profile will help improve the quality of education at your school 


1 2 3 4 5 


3. 


A copy of each school's Profile should continue to be sent home to parents. 


1 2345 


4. 


It serves a useful purpose when newspapers acquire and publish schools' Profiles. 


1 2345 


5. 


The 'information on the Profile is easy to understand. 

* 


1 2 345 



Section Two > . i 

6. Describe any information which you find difficult to understand. 

7. What additional information, if any, should be reported on the Profile? 

8. What information, if any, should be removed from the Profile? 

9. In what ways do you think you will use the information contained on the Profile! 

10. Do you have any additional comments regarding the Progress Profiles project which you would like 
to share with us? 

[In actual survey, ample space was provided for responses to questions 6-10] 
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Exhibit 4 

Progress Profiles Survey 

(Principals' Version) 

This survey was designed to obtain your feedback on a number of aspects of the 1990-91 School-level 
Progress Profiles. Please circle the appropriate number for each question in "Section One" based on the 
following scale: 

5 - Strongly Agree 

4 - Agree 

3 -Undecided 

2 - Disagree 

1 - Strongly Disagree 

Section One 

1. The information in your school's Profile is useful to you. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Your school's Profile will help improve the quality of education at your schooL 1 2 3 4 5 

3. A copy of each school's Profile should continue to be sent home to parents. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. It serves a useful purpose when newspapers acquire and publish schools' Profiles. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The information on the Profile is easy to understand 1 2 3 4 5 
Section Two 

6. Describe any information which you find difficult to understand: 

7. What additional information, if any, should be reported on the Profile? 

8. What information, if any, should be removed from the Profile? 

9. In what ways do you think you will use the information contained on the Profile! 

10. If you had any unusual difficulties in distributing your school's Profiles, describe them: 

11. Do you have any additional comments regarding the Progress Profiles project which you would like 
to share with us? 

[In actual survey, ample space was provided for responses for questions 6-11] 



10 



Survey Administration / Data Collection Approach 



To obtain parental input, the Bureau arranged to address several Parent Teacher Organization 
(PTO) and Parent Teacher Association (PTA) meetings around the state in April and May of 
1992. Though some teachers do attend these meetings, the large proportion of the 
participants are parents. Moreover, these meetings were an ideal mechanism for gathering a 
relatively large number of concerned parents together in one place shortly after the issuance 
of the Profiles. At these meetings each participant was provided with a copy of a school- 
level Profile. (In the case of the two school-level PTO meetings, each participant was 
provided with his/her school's own Profile.) A Bureau representative, using overhead 
transparencies, briefly described each Profile indicator to the group. Following the 
presentation, the Profile survey was distributed to all meeting participants to be anonymously 
completed, and immediately returned. 

Presentations were made to the LeBlanc Middle school PTO in Sulphur, Calcasieu, to the 
Weaver Elementary PTO in Natchitoches, and to the Louisiana Parent Teacher Association 
(LAPTA) meeting in Bossier City. The LAPTA meeting drew participants from all regions of 
the state. A total of 157 completed surveys were collected from these three meetings. 

Teacher input was obtained by distributing the survey to teachers at seven elementary, middle 
and high schools in three parishes. The surveys were sent via the school delivery system to 
all teachers at 5 East Baton Rouge Parish schools. Those teachers who completed the surveys 
returned them to the principal, who in turn returned them to the district central office where a 
Bureau staff member collected them. The principal at East Iberville High in Iberville parish 
distributed to and collected the completed survey from his faculty. Finally, a teacher at East 
St John High School in Reserve distributed the survey to teachers on her staff. A total of 
130 completed surveys were collected from all teachers,' though the largest portion, 107, were 
collected from East Baton Rouge parish teachers. 

Principal input was obtained through administering the survey at the May meeting of the 
Louisiana Association of Princip Is (LAP) in Hessmer. The surveys were distributed to and 
collected from 76 principals, who represented all regions of Louisiana. 



Compilation and Analysis of Survey Results 

After the completed survey questionnaires were collected, the Department compiled and 
analyzed the results. The responses in sections one and two were analyzed separately. The 
findings of die survey results have been organized into two sections accordingly. 

For analyzing the responses to Statements 1-5 (Section One), as presented in exhibits 5-10, 
we have combined the percent of the respondents who either agreed (circled number 4) or 
strongly agreed (circled number 5) with each statement and created the "Agreement" response. 
For the "Disagreement" response, we combined the percent of respondents who either 
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disagreed (circled number 2) or strongly disagreed (circled number 1) with the statement 
The percentage of those who were undent (circled number 3) is not shown, but can be 
calculated by adding the percent of those who agreed and disagreed* and subtracting that 
number from 100. 

For the open-ended questions 6-10 (Section Two) which required written responses, the 
analysis included only the surveys completed by participants at the LAPTA meeting as 
representative of parents' input, and surveys completed by East Baton Rouge parish teachers 
as representative of teacher input All surveys completed by principals at the LAP meeting 
were also analyzed 

The responses of all three groups to each question were analyzed separately. Within each 
group, responses were tabulated and classified according to the frequency of similar responses 
to each question* For the sake of brevity, the bulk of the analysis below is limited only to 
responses which were reported more than once. However, some unique responses are listed, 
especially when the same response came from more than one group. It is important to note 
that not all respondents answered all of the questions. 
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HL SURVEY RESULTS - SECTION ONE 



Overall findings 

Exhibit 5 combines the responses of all 363 respondents (PTO/PTA participants, teachers, and 
principals) to survey Statement* 1-5. The majority of the respondents either agreed or 
strongly agreed with every survey staemenL Indeed, more than two thirds of the respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed with Statements 1, 3, and 5. Thus, there is widespread agreement 
that the Profiles are useful, should be sent home to parents, and are easy to understand. 
However there is a significant difference between the principal group and the combined 
PTO/PTA and teacher groups regarding the degree of agreement/disagreement with each 
survey statement Therefore, the responses of each group will be analyzed separately, and then 
compared. 



Exhibits 



PROGRESS PROFILE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey Administered April/May 1992 

PTO/PTA Members, Teachers, and Principals 




S-2 S-3 S-4 

Survey Statsmanta 



s— e 



Agrmmnt: is a combination rj reeponsee Jor agree (4) and strongly agree (5). 
DlMagrconmH: to a combination of reajansea for disagree (2) and strongly olsasrat (1). 



Respondents: 



363 



S-1 The Information in your schooTs Profile is useful to you. 

S-2 Your achoora ProfBa wi hob Impreva tha quality of education at your school. 

S-3 A copy of each school's Profile should continue to basanthoma to parents. 

S-4 It serves a useful purpoio when newspapers acquire and publish schools' Prollas. 

S-5 The Information on tha Profile Is easy to understand. 



Possible Survey Responses: 

5 • Strongly Agree 

4-Agree 

3 -Undecided 

2 • Disagree 

1 • Strongly Disagree 
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PTO/PTA Participants' Assessmeat/PerceptioQ of Progress Profiles 



Exhibit 6 indicates PTO/PTA participants 9 agreement/disagreement with each survey 
statement Over two thirds of all respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with every 
survey statement By contrast no more than 15 percent either disagreed or strongly disagreed 
with any statement There was strongest agreement with Statement 3 which states that Profiles 
should be sent home to every parent Only eight percent of respondents disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with this statement There was least agreement with Statement 2, where 
nevertheless 67 percent either agreed or strongly agreed that their school's Profile would help 
improve the quality of education at their child's schooL As is indicated in Exhibit fa the 
overall agreement rating of PTO/PTA participants with Statements 1-5 is 75 percent 



Exhibit 6 



PROGRESS PROFILE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey Administered April/May 1982 

Combined PTO and PTA Meetings 



100 




S— 1 



s— 2 S — 3 

3urv«y 3t«t«m«nt« 



S— 4 



S — © 



Agrmam*: bacomtatntitonof responese tar sgree (4) and strongly ogrse (5). 
DtognHMfb to ecorTfcinatktf erf responses fcx 



Respondents: 



157 



8*1 The Wemsfion In your school's Profile it useful to you. 
S£Yc**schocfsPro^w*hHplmp^ 

S-3 A copy o} mh schooFs ProH* should continue to be sent home to parents. 

S-4 It ssrvss a useful purpose when newspapers and pubfish schools' Prolles. 

S-5 The Informstfon on the Profile Is easy to understand. 



Possible Survey Responses: 

5 -Strongly Agree 

4-Agrse 

3 -Undecided 

2-Dtagrsa 

1 -Strongly Disagree 
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Teachers' Assessment/Perception of Progress Profiles 

Exhibit 7 indicates teachers* agreement/disagreement with each survey statement Well over 
50 percent of all teachers either agree or strongly agree with every survey statement. No 
more than 21 percent of teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with any statement 
Agreement was greatest with Statement 5, where 75 percent agreed that the information on 
the Profile is easy to understand. Only 10 percent of teachers disagreed with this statement 
There was least agreement with Statement 2, where there was still 58 percent agreement that 
their school's Profile would improve the quality of education at their school. Eighteen 
percent of teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement There was 
strongest disagreement with Statement 3, where 21 percent of teachers disagreed or strongly 
disagreed that a copy of each school's profile should be^sent home to parents. Exhibit \Q 
indicates that the overall agreement rating of teachers with statements 1-5 is 67 percent 



Exhibit 7 



PROGRESS PROFILE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey Administered April/May 1992 

East Baton Rouge, Iberville, and St John Parish Teachers 




S- 1 



S — 2 S-3 S-4 

Survey Statements 



s— s 




taaconttnstfon of responses for agree (4) and strongly eg.~ee (5). 
li»con*tM^otii«ponM*lot<«MOCW 



Respondents: 



130 



S-1ThsWooTOJfonlnyou8d»ortPf^«su*s»uitoyoa 

Your sohoors Prods *« help Improve ths quality of educetton at your school. 
M A oopy of ssch school's Profile should continue to bs eenthometopsrents. 
S-* H ssrvss s usofut purposs whennewspspsrs soquirs and pubflsh schools' ProUss. 
S^ThalnfomwttonwthaPfofllalssasytoundsrttsnd. 



PossUa Survsy Responses: 
5- Strongly Agree 
4-Agree 
3- Undecided 
2 • Disagree 

1 - Strongly Dlssgree 
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Principals' Assessment/Perception of Progress Profiles 

Exhibit 8 indicates principals' agreemen^disagtccment with each surv^stateinent. Unlike 
PTO/PTA tjarticiimSteac^i, a majority of princes either agreed or itrongly agreed 
wS^yHSents. Fifty-four percent of principals agreed or ™* ^ 

Statement 1 that the information on the Profile 

strongly agreed with Statement 5 that Profile information was easy tojmderstend. By 
contrast, 61percent of principals either disagreed or strongly disagreed that Profiles should be 
sent home toparents. An even greater number, 66 percent, either degreed orstoongly 
disagreed with Statement 4 that it is useful when newspapers publish school Profiles. Exhibit 
to indicates that the overall agreement rating of pincipals with Statements 1-5 is only 40 
percent 



Exhibit 8 



PROGRESS PROFILE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey Administered April/May 1 992 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) Meeting 



100 




s— 1 



S-2 S-3 S-4 

Survey 8taf«m«nt« 



S — 6 



|| Agrmmnb toacoriblwdtonof w*»«*ior«^ 



Roapondonts: 



76 



S-1Tt^Wxni^inyouf»choortPn^l«UMhitoyou. 

S-2YcurachQcrs Proflto *■ httoimpiw«ftoqut*yof Kkxalton at your school 

^3 A copy ot MGh schoofs Pro«a should oonHnut to bt sort ^toparsrts. 

S-4 It mtvm * useful purpoM whsn nswspspsis aceiulft and pubflsh tchootf Profits. 

S^Tt«lnkXTmttononth«Prc^lii«FytouncJ*»t*rid. 



PossU* Survey Rssponsss: 
5- Strongly Agraa 
4-Agrsa 
3-Undsddsd 
2-Dtesgrss 

1 - Stroogty Dlsagrsa 
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Comparison of PTO/PTA, Teacher, and Principal Assessment/Perception 

Exhibit 9 compares the percentage of each group who either agrees or strongly agrees with 
each survey statement More than 50 percent of the respondents of each group agree or 
strongly agree with Statement 1, mat the Profile information is useful and Statement 5, that 
the Profile* arc easy to understand. PTO/PTA participants have me highest percentage of 
agreement with every statement except Statement 5, that the Profiles are easy to understand. 
Principals, on the other hand, nave the lowest percentage of agreement on all five statements 
compared to PTO/PTA participants or teachers. Teachers fall between PTO/PTA participants 
on percent agreement on every statement except Statement 5, where teachers have the highest 
percent agreement that the Profiles are easy to understand. Exhibit 10 graphically illustrates 
that PTO/PTA participants have the highest, whereas principals have the lowest overall 
agreement rating. Moreover, the difference between teachers and PTO/PTA participants (8 
percentage points) is much less than the difference between teachers and principals (17 
percentage points). This suggests that the perceptions of PTO/PTA participants and teachers 
are similar, whereas the perceptions of principals differ significantly from both groups. 
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PROGRESS PROFILE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey Administered Aorll/May 1992 

Comparison of PTO/PTA Members, Teachers, and Principals 




S— 2 S — 3 S— 4 

Survey Statement* 

PTO/PTA V//A Teachers Ml 111 Principals 



s— s 



AgntottnU to • combination of responses tot agree (4) and strongly tor** (5). 



PTO/PTA Mwflben: 157 
Teachers: 130 
Principal*: 76 



S-1 The Information In your schoofs Profile to useful to you. 

S-2 Your school's Profle wtt http Improve the qusKy of eduo^ at your school 

S-3 A copy or seen schoofs Profile should continue to be sent home to parent*. 

S-4 It serves a useful purpose when newspapers acquire a^pttftoh schools' Proilea. 

S-5 The Information on the ProAte to easy to understand. 



Posstoto Survey Re s ponse s : 
5- Strongly Agree 
4-Agrae 
3-Undecidsd 
2 -Disagree 

1 - Strongly Disagree 
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IV. SURVEY RESULTS - SECTION TWO 



For this section of the survey £ majority of the participants did not respond to several of the 
questions. Furthermore, in most cases, no consensus could be built due to lack c " similar 
responses to a particular question. The following provides an overview of the responses to 
Questions 6 through 10: 

Question 6: "Describe any information you find difficult to understand?" 

Louisiana Parent Teacher Association (LAPTA) - (13 respondents): 

Two respondents indicated that they had no difficulty understanding the Profiles, whereas two 
indicated that they needed help understanding it Two indicated that the test data were 
difficult to understand, specifically the NRT tables. These were the only responses cited 
more than once. 

East Baton Rouge Teachers - (18 respondents): 

Majority of the respondents indicated they had no difficulty understanding the Profiles. Two 
respondents indicated that parents/public may have difficulty. 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) - (33 respondents): 

The most common response to Question 6 was that "Barents do not understand!" The most 
frequently identified indicator was "Classes taught by certified teachers" (7 responses). The 
second most frequently identified indicator was NRT (6). An equal number of principals 
were quick to add that they personally had no trouble understanding the Profile (6). 

Question 7: ''What additional information should be reported on the Profile? 

Louisiana Parent Teacher Association (LAPTA) - (13 respondents): 

The only multiple response to this question was thai "no new information should be reported 
on the Profile" (4 responses). Other suggestions included adding socioeconomic/demographic 
background of school, and overall GJP.A. 

East Baton Rouge Teachers - (29 respondents): 

Almost 50% of the respondents indicated that no new information should be added to the 
Profile report The only other multiple response to this question was to add -student failure 
rate". Other responses included adding "sorioecononuc/ethnic information" and "ratio of 
special education to regular education students". 
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Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) - (36 respondents): 

By far die most common single response to Question 7 was that no additional information 
should be added (18 responses). The only other multiple responses were to add "year by year 
comparisons'' (2), and similar schools group comparisons (2). Other single responses included 
a dd ing socioeconomic and ethnic population of school, financial information, percent teacher 
attf nd fl«<y , and economic condition of community. 

Question *8: "What information, if any, should be removed from the Profile?" 

Louisiana Parent Teacher Association (LAPTA) - (8 respondents): 

Eight individuals responded that no information should be removed from Profile. There were 
no other responses. 

East Baton Rouge Teachers: • (29 respondents) 

The large majority of teachers indicated that no information should be removed from the 
Profiles. One respondent said she hoped that the reporting of suspensions would not 
discourage schools from using this mode of discipline. 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) - (32 respondents): 

The most common response to this question was that "all information should be removed" 
(10 responses), Le., that the Profiles should be discontinued. The second most common 
response was that "suspensions should be removed" (9); There was a tie for the third most 
frequent response between "no information should be removed" (4), and "attendance 
information should be removed" (4). Other multiple responses included "remove expulsions" 
(3), "remove test results" (2), and "remove teacher certification" (2). 

Question #9; '7a what ways do you think that you will use the information contained on 
the Profiles?" 

UMiisiana Parent Teacher Association (LAPTA) - (21 respondents): 

Four of the respondents indicated that they would use the information "to improve school". 
Three said they would use the information "to educate other parents" and another three said 
they "would not use Profile information". There were several tandem responses including to 
"compare schools in parish", "to show parents and teachers where school is weak", "to 
prepare students for testing" and "to monitor school's progress". 

East Baton Rouge Teachers • (40 respondents): 
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Nine said that they would use Profiles to determine areas of need Seven teachers responded 
that they would use information to compare schools. 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) (43 respondents): 

# 

The most common response to this question was that "they would not use the Profiles" (12 
responses). The second most common response related to using the Profiles to identify areas 
that need improvement (6). Other multiple responses included "improving attendance" (2), to 
"in-service faculty" (2), "as a summary report of school performance" (2), and "for long range 
^planning" (2). 



Question §10 (§11 for principals): "Do you have any additional comments regarding the 
Progress Profiles project which you would like to share with us?" 

Louisiana Parent Teacher Association (LAPTA) - (17 respondents): 

The most common response to this question was that the expense was not warranted (3 
responses). Only two othea responses occurred more than once: "the need to monitor schools' 
submission of data to the Department of Education" and "the need to mandate that schools 
distribute Profiles to every parent". Other responses included "the need to show improvement 
from year to year" and "the need to more clearly explain the Profiles". One individual 
indicated that "most parents don't understand the Profiles!" and another indicated that "a 
phone number should be included on the Profile". 

East Baton Rouge Teachers: (18 respondents): 

Four teachers fruiWwd that they enjoyed reading the Profiles. Four teachers also stated that 
they thought' the Profiles were a waste of time and money. Other responses included that the 
print on the Profiles was too small, that Profiles should be made available only on request, 
and that the Profiles should be distributed only at the beginning of the year. 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) - (33 respondents): 

The most frequent response to this question by a large margin related "x> the project being a 
waste of money. Twenty-five percent of principals responded this way. The second most 
common response was that it was not possible to fairly compare schools (7 responses). The 
only other comment that occurred more than once was that the data were too old. 
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Question #10 (for principal* only): "If you had any unusual difficulties in distributing your 
school's Profiles, describe themu" 

Louisiana Association of Principals (LAP) • (33 respondents): 

The most frequent response to this question was "no problem distributing the reports" (10 
responses). There were three principals who thought "it was a total waste of time and effort". 
A few stated that "parents do not understand these reports". One principal wrote "the 
difficulty was trying to explain to the community why we had low test scores", while another 
stated "the pride of their community was damaged)" 
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



Based on the review and analysis of the responses to the survey questionnaire, the following 
conclusions and recommendations have been derived: 



Conclusion 

1. Progress Profiles provide useful information to the public. This was acknowledged by 
83% of the PTA/PTO members, and 77% of the teachers and 54% of the school 
principals. 

2. Progress Profiles will help improve the quality of education in Louisiana. This was 
confirmed by 67% of the PTA/PTO and 58% of the teachers. They believed Profiles are 
good tools for parents and teachers to monitor a school's progress and assess its 
effectiveness. 

3. Progress Profiles should be sent home to parents for their review. This was acknowledged 
by 84% of the PTA/PTO members and 63% of the teachers. 

4. Local newspapers should be encouraged to publish the results of the Progress Profiles in 
their papers. 

5. The information presented in the Profiles are easy to understand, once they have been 
explained to the recipients. Some indicators such as NRT should be simplified. 

6. Profiles in general contain sufficient information, however, including socioeconomic and 
demographic information will increase its usefulness. 

7. Parents attending PTA/PTO meetings were very excited about the Profiles, while the 
majority of the school Principals responding were not enthusiastic about the program at 
alL 



Rcco mmco ditioDi 

1. Continue with the development and distribution of Progress Profiles. 

2. Improve die overall appearance of the Profiles and simplify some of the tables: 

. Remove technical jargon from the explanatory texts such as "Aggregate Days 

Membership, Cumulative Enrollment", etc 
. Simplify NRT, and Teacher Certification tables. 
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Prepare explanatory brochures with examples and snake them available through 
principals. 

3. Find the most cost-effective method of distributing School-level Profiles 

Current production method (Department produces 1,000,000 copies) 
. Investigate the possibility of getting school principals involved in the reproduction of 
the camera-ready originals for the parents. 

4. Conduct several presentations on Progress Profiles to several state-wide PTA, teacher and 
principal association groups as well as to business groups with the following focus: 

Purpose and objective of the Profiles Program 
Importance of Profiles in improving educational quality 
Interpretation and understanding of Profiles data 

5. Encourage school districts >o send Profile data to school principals well in advance of 
public distribution. 

Minimize the principals 9 apprehension regarding the Profiles 
. help them in drafting an explanatory letter to be sent home with the Profiles 
. Help them understand that Profiles are in everybody's best interest 
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